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• '~ II . The synonymy and types of certain genera of Hymenoptera, especially of those discussed by the Rev. F. D. Morice and Mr. Jno. Hartley Ditrrant in connection. with the-longjorgotten "Erlang en List" of Pan zer and Jurine . By J. CHESTER BRADLEY, M.S., Ph.D ., Assistant Professor of Systematic Entomology in Cornell University, Ithaca, N.Y. Communicated by C. GORDON HEWITT, D.Sc. [Read February 6th, 1919.] THE two authors mentioned in the title in two comparatively recent joint papers (1914, 1916) which were read before the Society respectively on December 3rd, 1913, and November 1st, 1916 , have brought to light and discussed with great detail a long-forgotten review, published anonymously, of Jurine's "Nouvelle Methode de Classer les Hymenopteres et les Dipteres. " This interesting review appeared some years in advance of the actual publication of Jurine's great work. Morice and Durrant have clearly shown that its real author was Panzer, but that the list of genera which he included in connection with it was transcribed to all intents and purpose directly from advance proofs furnished by Jurine, with whom Panzer was in frequent correspondence. Although, as a book review, the work was anonymous, the fact that it plainly stated that it was reviewing Jurine's work, that the author makes no claims for himself but gives entire credit for everything published to ,Jurine, makes it seem imperative to recognise the publication as valid, and to ascribe the list of genera, as Morice and Durrant suggest, to Jurine. In other words, the case is not essentially different from what it would have been if Jurine had published over his own signature an advance synopsis of the genera which he proposed to adopt in his forthcoming work.
This review seems to have been known to certain contemporaries of Panzer and Jurine, and to have influenced their own subsequently published work, but unfortunately was soon forgotten by the Entomological public, doubtless TRANS. ENT . SOC. LOND. 1919.-P.ARTS I, II . (JULY) because of its inaccessibility and limited circulation. It involves, however, the status of many long-used genera of Hymenoptera, and consequently its treatment is of much importance to all students of that order. The work of Morice and Durrant is both scholarly and laborious. They have placed all Hymenopterists in their debt. It is far from my intentions to belittle or criticise capriciously any part of it. They have, however, followed consistently certain methods of determining the types and status of the genera which do not appear to me to be in accordance with the mandates of the International Code of Zoological Nomenclature and its official interpretation . as expressed in the published Opinions of the International Commission on. Zoological Nomenclature (1910) (1911) (1912) (1913) (1914) (1915) (1916) . * I wish to express my sincere thanks to the Rev. Mr. Morice, who has taken the pains to write to me at length his views on many of the points considered in this paper, and has expressed opinions i_ n which I have in nearly every instance been able to concur, materially modifying my original conclusions, in several instanc es, especially in regard to Ceropales and to Bremus.
Inasmuch as the results arrived at by Morice and Durrant concern many fundamental genera of Hymenoptera, it has seemed to me worth while, in fact absolutely necessary, to revise their work in accordance with the Code and its official interpretation. There may be a few instances where the interpretation is in doubt, but most of the cases are clear-cut, and follow directly from the acceptance of certain . premises.
* While zoologists are under no legal restraint in regard to the names that they adopt, there are many who feel, with the author, that the only possible hope for ultimate stability and uniformicy of practice is to follow absolute ly the International Code and its official interpretation, totally regardless of all personal predilections. Personally, the author is disposed to take exception to the reasonableness of certain of these interpret ations, especially Opinion 46, which is one that is the cause of many of the dissensions hereinafter made from the conclusions of Morice and Durrant.
But after all, uniformity of practice is the chief desideratum. We shall never all agree as to what is reasonable. However much we may feel that the International Commission is not representative, or may be inclined to dispute the source of its authority, there is nothing more representative with which to replace it, nothing that" is constituted with even an approach to as great an authority . The decisions having once been made, it is to the interests of us all that they be followed implicitly.
The chief points upon which the decisions of this article differ from those of Morice and Durrant result from the following facts :- (a) The "Histoire naturelle generale et particuliere des Crustaces et des Insectes, " par P. A. Latreille, Tome III, 1802, cannot be accepted as defining the types of genera not originating wit hin its pages. After describing each genus it cites an " Exemple," more rarely " Exemples." But there is no evidence that Latreille intend ed these "exemples" to be in any sense types. The International Code, Art. 30, paragraph (g), says: "The meaning of the expression ' select a type ' is to be rigidly construed. Mention of a species as an illustration or example of a genus does not constitute selection of a type." (b) Concerning Lamarck, 1801, there is room for doubt. At first sight the case would seem to be identical with the one just discussed, Latreille 1802. But Lamarck (1801 : viii) explains his intentions as follows : " Pour faire connaitre d'une maniere certaine les generes dont je donne ici les caracteres, j'ai cite sous chacun d'eux une espece connue , ou tres-rarement plusieurs, et j'y ai joint quelques synonymes que je puis certifier; cela suffit pour me faire entendre."
It is difficult to decide whether Lamarck's intentions are thereby sufficiently clearly shown to have been equivalent to our idea of type fixation, as to permit us to " rigidly construe " his actions as selecting types in the sense of the Code. My own opinion is that we cannot accept his species mentioned as types. It is my intention to refer the question to the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature for decision.
(c) Blumenbach, 1788, can by no means be accepted as designating genotypes. The case is exactly similar with Latreille, 1802. (d) The genera of Latreille (1796) , published without mention of included species, but accompanied by a sufficient diagnosis, are valid , and date from 1796. * The species first subsequently mentioned as belonging to the genus, and coming under the generic definition, .are available for selection of th e type, and only those.
(e) The elimination method of type selection, used to a limited extent by Morice and Durrant in certain instances, is not permitted by the Code.* (f) Genera of similar but not identical spelling, as Cepha Billberg and Cephus Latr., are both valid under the code,t unfortunate as the fact may be in some instances.
In the following paper, in connection with the genera discussed by Morice and Durrant , the author has thought it worth while to introduce some additional genera which are affected directly or indirectly by these decisions, and also some names of higher groups, in order not to leave our nomenclature, in a measure, upset and not rebuilt .
It is to be understood that the present author accepts the conclusions, if not in every instance the methods, published by Morice and Durrant in the instances of genera which are not discussed in this paper.
In the pages which follow the genera included in the Erlang en list are given the numbers they bear in that list. Those not included are given a letter. The statement of the type in each case applies to the generic name immediately following the figure or lett er, whether accepted as a valid name or rejected as a synonym or homonym. In order to make th e matter as readily comprehensible as possible, all names used in a reject ed sense are included in square brackets, while names used in their accepted sense are left free. In a few instances names have been inclosed in parentheses to indicate subgenera.
References following an author's name are by year and page to the List at the close of this article. Latr. , 1802] .
TYPE : Cryptus segmentaria Panz. This was the only species included in the genus at the time species were first mentioned in connection with the generic name .
The genus Cryptus must date from the Erlangen list, 1801, where it was described but no species included.
According to the official interpretation of the Code t the genus dated from 1801, but its type species must be selected from those coming under the original definition, which were first subsequently included under the generic name. Panzer (1804 : 88. pl. 17) was the first to give a species to the genus, and as he included only one, it became the type.
Fabricius ( (Fabr.) .
The only existing available synonyms for Cryptus Fabr. sen. str. seem to be Hedycryptus Cameron and Steriphocryptus Cameron, both published in September 1903 and based on Oriental species. Schmiedeknecht considers them both Cryptus in the sense of Fabr. , that is congeneric with viduatorius, and is in all probability correct, certainly so as far as Cameron's .description indicates . Unless examination of the types proves that Cameron actually had something different, we shall have to use one of these names in and types of certain genera of H yrnenoptera.
place of Cryptus auctorum . Of the two, H edycryptus appears . to have priority. It was published in the Sept. 1903 issue of the Zeitschrift for systematische Hymenopterologie und Dipterologie , a copy of which is dated as having been received at the library of Cornell University, September 8, 1903 . The September number of the Entomologist, containing the description of Steriphocryptus was received September 14, so presumably was issued lat er.
Undoubtedly it will eventually prove wise to unite with Cryptus auctorum as subgenera some of the closely related groups now tr eat ed as distinct genera. In such event the generic name will be that of some one of these other groups, and Hedycryptus will stand for the subgenus Cryptus auctorum . This was undoubtedly the intention of Viereck (1916: 330) in using Agrothereut es Forster for Cryptus Fabr. But Agrothereutes is usually considered quite distant, although in the same tribe. Such a course would imply reducing most of the genera of th e tribe to the rank of subgenera. As Mr. Viereck has not made his plan clear, farther than in the extent to which it applies to the fauna of Connecticut, it seems bett er to await its elaboration before giving it further consideration.
lIEDYCRYPTINAE new subfamily name=[Cryptinae auctt.]. The International Code provides that th e name of a family or subfamily must be changed when the name of its typ e genus is changed . Since Cryptus Fabr. is a homonym* of Cryptus Jurine, Cryptinae based on Cryptus_ Fabr. must be renamed H edycryptinae, temporarily at least, following the corresponding similar change in the name of its type genus .
If other genera are united with Hedycryptus as subgenera, the generic and also family name will be eventually erected frqm the oldest one of these. Since Allantus dates from the Erlangen list, Rohwer (1911b : 218) is incorrect in making togata type of Allantus and therefore synonymising Emphytus with that genus. Morice and Durrant (1914: 375) have correctly stated the type as scrophulariae, but since this is also type of Tenthredo, Allantus is a synonym of the latter genus. (30. v. 1801) , being a year prior to that of Latreill e (after iv. 1802), his restriction of its possible types to laetus, arenarius, and labiatus, must be accepted. This means that arenaria L. is th e type , for laetus is a synonym of arenarius, and labiatus was not originally included in the Fabrician Philanthus."
The citation of only 3 supposed species in connection with Philanthus by Jurine in 1801 does not restrict selection of the type of that genus to any one of them. That was in a measure th e now discard ed principle of type-fixation by elimination.* There being no basis for the fixation of a type of Philanth'li,S in the original publication of Fabricius (1790) t the first subsequent actual designation of the type by any author, if in accordance with paragraph e of Art. 30 of the code, must be accepted.! Latreille (1810 : 438) cannot be considered to have designated a type, since he mentions two different species both as type. § The first actual designation of a typ e seems to * See Opinion 6 of the In ternat ional Commission on Zoological Nomenclature. Thi s Opinion provides that when a later author divide s th e genus .A, species .Ab and .Ac, leav ing genus .A, only species .Ab, and genus C, monotypic with species Cc , the second author is to be construed as having fixed the typ e of the genus .A. From the discussion of the case it is perfectly clear that this principle cannot be carried further, to the extent of including cases in which more than two species were included in the original description of the earlier genus.
See further, Opinion 58, in the discussion of which is stated, concerning a somewhat similar case : " ' Esox Cuvier ' is a restri cte d group of 'Esox Linn.' Only one spec ies is mentioned, and this becomes the type (by monotypy) of 'Esox Cuvier.' This rigidly constru ed is not, however, a designation of the genotype for 'Esox Linn.''' . Following from the conclusions relative to Philanthus , as above stated, Oerceris is not a synonym of that genus, but each will fortunately stand in the sense in which they were applied by Latreille , and which has been followed by modern authors.
III. 18. [SIMBLEPHILUS Jurine, , 1801] = Philanthus
Fabr., 1790. TYPE: Philanthus [pictus Panzer] = Philanthus triangulum Fabr. Genus monotypic.
Following the above, Simblephilus is restored to its prior position as an absolut e synonym (isogenotypic) Oeropales, proposed in 1796 and described without included species, is valid from that date, and the type species must be selected from those first included in it by a subsequent author.t The first inclusion of species in Ceropales was by Latreille (1802: 340) Alysson Jurine, 1801, and Alyson Jurine, 1807, must be considered as potentially different genera.* With this in mind the determination of the types becomes a simple matter, and allows us to retain the names in their longaccustomed sense, substituting Alysson for Alyson.
Were we to look upon Alysson and Alyson as being only one name· and therefore attempt to determine the type on the basis of the three species originally included in Alysson and of subsequent attempts at type designation for Alyson, the matter would become much more complex, and I must confess that I would feel at a loss to solve certain questions which would arise, but which need not be detailed. Latreille (1810 : 438) . This is as given by Morice and Durrant . The genus must date, however, from 1796. * It is to be hoped that authors will agree to the suggestion of Morice and Durrant that the form "Nysso" was a misprint, and continue to use the spelling "Nysson" as Latreille himself subsequently spelled it. Morice and Durrant seem to have overlooked the fact that Latreille (1802: 336) , instead of describing Palarus without exponent , erected it to receive " La tiphie flavipede de Fabricius ," the characters of which he discusses at some length, promising to give the generic characters at great er length at a later date. This promise he redeems in the 13th volume (1805: 296), where he also adds three other species to the genus, and states that Gonius of Jurine (a nomen nudum) is identical.
I cannot see the reason for suppressing jlavipes = [Crabro flavi]>(!,S Fabr., 1781] in favour of auriginosus Eversmann , 1849. The species flavipes was based on Crabro flavipes of Fabricius, 1781, and is different from Tiphia flavipes of Fabricius , 1793. When th e latte~ was brought into the genus (by Latreille in 1811) its name was properly changed to rufipes. What Panzer meant by flavipes has nothing to do with the question. Latreille, however, specifically cites Phil,anthus flavipes of Panzer as a synonym of the former , and the species figured by Coquebert of the latter. Geoffroy described Crabro for thr ee species, not given uninominal names , but fully described and one of them figured. These three species are: (1) [Tenthredo] lutea L., (2) Crabro humeralis Fourcroy , and (3) [Tenthredo] connata Schrank, the thre e known to modern authors under those specific names as species of Cimbex Oliv.
Geoffroy's usage was binary but not binominal. It was uninominal for generic names, and these must be accepted under the code. t The type must be chosen from the three included species, which, although uninominal names were not cited, are recognisable , and one of which (lutea L.) * The Reverend Mr. Morice ha s written me as follows, and I am quite willing to accept the synonymy as he suggests it, as I have no personal knowledge of the species or th eir types :
"I think, however, that the synonymy as you give it is still not quite right. If Schulz has really seen the types of Tiphia ff,avipes and Tiphia variegata, I am puzzled, and think he must have made a mistake.
The following, so far as I can make out, are the facts-" 'humeral is.'" (F. D. Morice). According to this synonymy the type of the genus, Tiphia ff,avipes, is the Algerian species humeralis auctorum, and app arently the name 'ff,avipes ' is valid. t The case is exact ly parallel with that of Gronow's Zoophyla cii, etc., 1763. Opinion 20 of the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is summari sed : '· Gronow, 1763, is binary, though not consistently binominal. Article 25 demands that an author be binary, and Article 2 demands that generic names be uninominal. Under these articles Gronow 's genera are to be accepted as complying with the conditions prescribed by the Code to render a name available under Ghe Code.'' was already a described and properly named species.* The typ e must be selected from among these three. The selections of a typ e for Crabro by Lamarck (1801), Latreille (1810) , Curtis (1837) , and Westwood (1840) refer to Crabro F. , 1775, not to Crabro Geoffroy, and designate a species not included by Geoffroy. No type seems to have been specified for Crabro Geoffroy ; and one is therefore here chosen. All thre e of the original species are congeneric.
The circumstance is a most unfortun ate one in that it requires the substitution of the name Crabro for the wellknown Cimbex, both names involving the families with which they are associated. But there seems to be no recourse, as Crabro F., which has been accepted by all modern writers, is an absolute homonym of Crabro Geoffroy.
I had intended to make lutea L. t ype, but the Rev. Mr. Morice suggests to me that it would be better to select humeralis, since that species is known for certain, whereas it is doubtful , according to him, that it can ever be settled whether lutea L. was the species now commonly called lutea or merely the yellow bodied form (~) of what we know as f emorata. The suggestion is a happy one and I am glad to accept it .
-. Crabro in its modern usage being invalid, it is necessary to decide with what name it shall be replaced. Saint * Should any one, disagreeing with this, maintain that the genus has the st atus of genera described without included species, since the three species were not properly named, the end result will be identica l, for the first author to include named species which came under the original generic definition (see Opinion 46) was Fourcroy, who in reprinting or re-editing Geoffroy included his three species of Crabro, with others, under the names Crabro maculatus , C. humeralis and C. lunulatus. Fargeau and Brull e (1834) were the first to divide the genus Orabro (sense of Fabricius) into several subgenera. The first of th ese was the restr icted genus Orabro,* containing fossoriits (L.) with others . The second was Solenius containing vagus (L.) an d others. Kohl , whose works stand out as the most scholarly that have been produced upon the Sphecoidea, recognises four subgenera and t en species groups of Orabro. Of the latter , th e last (which he terms Orabro Kohl s. str.) contains both of the genera Orabro and Solenius of St. Fargeau and Brulle . In other words, Kohl does not even consider them sufficiently distinct to merit the rank of species group.
While acceptin g some subgenera of [ Orabro ], my personal judgment is against distinguishing between the group of which fossorius may be taken as typical and that havin g vagus as type. I therefore propose to unite them und er the subgeneric name Solenius. I will leave it to some one whose judgment may differ from mine to do what I am wholly unwilling to do, that is to propose another name for Orabro auctorum as distinguished from Soleni us, if that step must ever be taken.
Rohwer ( The International Code provides (Art. 5) that the name of a family or subfamily is to be changed when the name of its typ e genus is changed. It, however, is silent upon the nature of the change which is to be effected. Three courses are open: (1) To base the new name upon the changed name of the original type genus . (2) To use as th e type genus for the new family name th e contained genus * St. Farg eau and Brulle were incorrect in restrict ing Crahro to the group containing fossorius, as th e type of Crabro Fabricius had already been fixed as cribraria, but it is in their sense that the genus Crabro has been known to all modern author s. which has been earliest used as the basis of a plural name, that is for a name of a group higher than genus. (3) To use as genotype the oldest contained genus within the family as limited by the author.* The author cannot too vigorously express his dissension from the school that adheres to the third practice, the acceptance of which will result in a perpetual overturning of family names, with each varying concept of family limits. Th!:) second course is advisable if the group in question is left without a type genus. But if the name of the type genus changes without the genus itself going outside of the family group with which it had been previously associated, it would seem the fairest interpretation of the code to make _ the change in family name correspond , in other words to change not the type genus, but its name only. t The case would be quite different if Crahro had not been a homonym, but had been wrongly app lied to the group that we have known as Crabronidae. In other words, if the type species of Crabro Fabr. were a sawfly instead of a Sphegid. In that case the family and its name would not theoretically change, but simply be applied in its true sense, as a group of sawflies and its formerly incorrectly associated Sphegid members would be removed from it . The latter would be left without a type genus. t. PEMPHREDON Latr., 1796 Unless Lamarck (1801) is accepted as designating genotypes t cineraria and not succincta must be the type of
Andrena. This is satisfactory, since it involv es no chang e and succincta is a dubious species. Colletes Latreille may be a synonym . Its type, the only originally included species, is succincta L., which , as Morice and Durrant point out , is probably congeneric with cineraria, but may not be. According to Opinion 65 of the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature thes e authors are not warranted in making Colletes glutinans Cuv. type of Colletes on the basis that Latreille misdetermin ed succincta L ., unless the special case is brought before the Commission and action to that effect tak en. III. 33. LASIUS Jur. = [Anthophora auctt .] .
The discussion of Lasius and the genera involved with it has been taken up since Morice and Durrant (1914 : 421-423) by Forel (1916 : 460), Mayr (1916 : 53-56), Wheeler (1916 , and again by Morice and Durrant (1916: 440-442) . I have nothing further to add to this discussion. Morice and Durrant (1914 : 421-423) seem to be correct in considering Lasius Fabr., 1804, a homonym of Lasius Jurine, 1801, and that the latter is Anthophora auctt. By designation of Latreille (1810: 436) .
If it is decided that Lamarck (1801) is to be accepted as establishing genotypes,t then the conclusions of Morice and Durrant , rather than those given here , are correct. In that case Cynips will replace Dryophanta Foerster, or Diplolepis Geoffroy as incorrectly used by Kieffer in Das Tierreich.
Multinominal specific names are used by Geoffroy (1802 : 310, 311) in connection with the six species that he originally placed in Diplolepis. The first of these he definitely fixes by citing as a synonym Ichneumon bedeguaris. Since the other five have no definite status given them, the case is the same as though the genus had been established upon a single species, bedeguaris, which is therefore type.
u. [CYNIPS auctt.] Whether Morice and Durrant or my own conclusions are correct concerning Cynips , that genus as employed by Kieffer in "Das Tierreich '' and by other modern authors is left without a name. III. 48. PSILUS Jurine, 1801 
